evidence is at least equivocal as to whether the ram car was deliberately
stuck in a mud hole or simply ceased to run because of the defective wire
at the time it became mired in mud.

Respondent does not take the position that it discharged complainants
because of the alleged acts of sabotage described above. Since Respondent
does not claim that it discharged complainants because of the alleged acts
of sabotage, it is unclear to me just how respondent would have me use its
claim that complainants were deliberately trying to slow down production.

Respondent's Claim that Complainants Refused To Work Because of Peer Pressure

Respondent claims that complainants refused  to work on April 10 because
several of the miners'   jobs had been changed.     The mine, foreman changed H. K.
Tilley's job from that of an operator of a ram car to that of a helper to the
operator of the roof-bolting machine and the mine foreman changed Clyde Smith's
job from operator of the coal drill to that of setting  timbers.     Two of the
men (Freddie Meade and Bobby Smith)  who remained  in the mine and continued
working on April 10 testified that  two of the complainants,   Tilley and Smith,
respectively,  tried to get them to leave the mine because Tilley and Smith
were upset over the changes in their jobs.

Each of the complainants  testified  that he had refused  to work on April 10
because of unsafe and unhealthful conditions in the mine.     If  the evidence dis-
cussed  above and the findings of fact set forth above had failed  to  show that
unsafe and unhealthful conditions existed  in the mine on April  10,   respondent's
claim that the men were persuaded to leave by Tilley and Smith who were dis-
satisfied with their job assignments would be more persuasive  than it is.
Clyde Smith testified that  the change in his job from operator of the coal
drill to  that of setting timbers did not upset him because the change provided
him with an opportunity of making  the mine safe by giving him  time  to  set the
timbers which were required by the roof-control plan.     Smith claimed,   however,
that only, six timbers were available on the section at  the time he started
to  set  timbers on April 10.     After he and  two other miners had  set  the  six
timbers  available, he asked  the section foreman to obtain a supply of addi-
tional   timbers.    The mine foreman testified  that David May had  been dispatched
to obtain timbers.    The evidence,   therefore,  supports Smith's claim that he
could not set timbers because none were available after he had  installed the
six which were present on the section when he reported  for work.

The fact that all nine complainants left at  the  same  time  indicates that
they probably had a discussion among themselves about leaving before they
actually left the secfiion.     There is a lack of evidence,   however,   to  show
that the primary reason the miners left was that four of  them had had  changes
in their  job assignments.     Assuming  that  Smith was upset over the change in
his  job  assignment,   the evidence shows  that he had additional  reasons  for
refusing to work and for trying to influence some of the other miners to
refuse  to work.    He  testified that when he asked  the  section foreman for
additional timbers,  the section foreman told him that he could not stop
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